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pay lack 


I do not celebrate or feel pride 
in our having to ban 
@realDonaldTrump from 
Twitter, or how we got here. 


After a clear warning we’d take 
this action, we made a decision 
with the best information we 
had based on threats to 
physical safety both on and off 
Twitter. Was this correct? 





The CEO of twitter has now come out publicly and expressed the inherent problem of Dorsey’s company 
banning the leader of the free world. 
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| do not celebrate or feel pride in our having to ban @realDonaldTrump from Twitter, or how we got 
here. After a clear warning we'd take this action, we made a decision with the best information we had 
based on threats to physical safety both on and off Twitter. Was this correct? | believe this was the right 
decision for Twitter. We faced an extraordinary and untenable circumstance, forcing us to focus all of 
our actions on public safety. Offline harm as a result of online speech is demonstrably real, and what 
drives our policy and enforcement above all. That said, having to ban an account has real and 
significant ramifications. While there are clear and obvious exceptions, | feel a ban is a failure of ours 
ultimately to promote healthy conversation. And a time for us to reflect on our operations and the 
environment around us. Having to take these actions fragment the public conversation. They divide us. 
They limit the potential for clarification, redemption, and learning. And sets a precedent | feel is 
dangerous: the power an individual or corporation has over a part of the global public conversation. 


The check and accountability on this power has always been the fact that a service like Twitter is one 
small part of the larger public conversation happening across the internet. If folks do not agree with our 
rules and enforcement, they can simply go to another internet service. This concept was challenged 
last week when a number of foundational internet tool providers also decided not to host what they 
found dangerous. | do not believe this was coordinated. More likely: companies came to their own 
conclusions or were emboldened by the actions of others. This moment in time might call for this 
dynamic, but over the long term it will be destructive to the noble purpose and ideals of the open 
internet. A company making a business decision to moderate itself is different from a government 
removing access, yet can feel much the same. Yes, we all need to look critically at inconsistencies of 
our policy and enforcement. Yes, we need to look at how our service might incentivize distraction and 
harm. Yes, we need more transparency in our moderation operations. All this can’t erode a free and 
open global internet. 


No Jack, we can’t just go to another provider. There is no equivalent to twitter. Sure, there are microblogging 
sites out there, but most are echo chambers or filled with useless people feeding each other fear. | too am 
concerned with misinformation, because | am not a free speech absolutist. If | were in charge, | would want 
to control public opinion to maintain a stable society. The fringes would disagree, as the fringes do today, 
over what that would be marginalizing, but that is the nature of power. 


Alex Jones doesn’t need to be censored, but he doesn’t need to be recommended to YouTube viewers 
15 billion times. That’s the issue, it’s the targeted ad model of big tech that turns dangerous cranks — 
who exist in every culture — into superstars. The idea that a small group of English-speaking Silicon 
Valley titans can control speech while running radicalization engines is simply ludicrous. Even if they 
can do it in the U.S., what about all the conspiracy theories and danger in every other non-Western 
non-English nation? The reason all these media and big tech execs want censorship is because it’s the 
only path that preserves their revenue and social position. It doesn’t address the problem, which is 
their own business model radicalizing millions and ruining our minds. The way to handle problems like 
incitement, defamation, harassment, etc, all of which are already illegal is in a court of law. Not ina 
court of Mark Zuckerberg or through @jack’s tortured conscience. These aren’t private decisions, they 
are public ones. 
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Matt Stoller makes a good point, but also misses it in that the digital realm by nature needs monopolies. 
Brick and mortar industries are very easy to break up and antitrust works well for these outfits. Put another 
way, imagine a dozen twitters. The thought is horrendous; no one wants to share the same message a 
dozen times. Everyone on the same platform talking to the whole world is just much easier. | say either 
declare social media companies public utilities, or nationalize them. Let the post office run social media, just 
like they used to offer basic banking services. Oh yeah, nationalize the banks as well. Already twitter is 
engaging in mass censorship, and after Jack was caught on tape admitting the crackdown will continue, no 
wonder. Plus, the nice thing about monopolies is they crush diversity. 


Links 


Dangerous: https://www.cnn.com/2021/01/14/tech/twitter-jack-dorsey-trump/index.html 
Archive: https://archive.vn/VR4vr 


Dorsey thread: https://twitter.com/jack/status/1349510784620003330 
Archive: https://archive.vn/EZkTp 


Crackdown: https://nypost.com/2021/01/15/jack-dorsey-twitter-crackdown-will-be-much-bigger-than-trump/ 
Archive: https://archive.vn/Spn5da 


Stoller thread: https://twitter.com/matthewstoller/status/1350872510586347521 
Archive: https://archive.vn/SSF6T 


Greenwald thread: https://twitter.com/ggreenwald/status/1 35087 1209332920322 
Archive: https://archive.vn/tVk7A 


Diversity: https://prospect.org/power/remote-control-comcast-monopoly-crushes-diversity/ 


Archive: https://archive.vn/IhjxG 
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